CHEMISTRY  IN   AMERICA
great philosopher. Among these was John Maclean, Professor at Princeton. Woodhouse felt called upon to answer one of his attacks upon Priestley. The reader may form an idea of the character of Woodhouse's disputations from that communication:
A Letter to DE. JOHN MACLEAN, Professor of Mathematics and Natural Philosophy in Princeton College, New Jersey, by JAMES WOODHOUSE, M.D.
SIB,
As there are several assertions, in your examination of Dr. Priestley's considerations on the doctrine of phlogiston and decomposition of water, relating to some important parts of chemistry, which are absolutely erroneous, I think it necessary to call your attention to the subject.
As you wrote your dissertation expressly to prevent the youth of Princeton college from falling even into temporary delusion, and as public controversy is always favourable to the cause of truth, you can have no rational objection to this letter.
A judgment may be formed how well you have accomplished your purpose, and what right you have to condemn the experiments of Dr. Priestley in the authoritative manner you have done, having made none yourself, from the following particulars. You are not yet, Doctor, the conqueror of this veteran in philosophy.
You agree with the French chemists, that turbith mineral is an oxyde of mercury, and have asserted, that any substance into which it may be converted by a red heat, does not require any addition to constitute it a metal.
Now, the very contrary of this is true; for we have the most conclusive proofs, that turbith mineral is not an oxyde, but a sulphate of mercury.
1st. If pure turbith mineral is exposed to a red heat,
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